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This paper will discuss tha aiuthors’ ongoing experience with the

adjunct model of language instruction--a modal- in which language courses
tinked with content courses to bettef integrate the reading, Sriting
and study skills required of the two disciplines. AlEﬁéugh the program
we are aégafisiﬁg includes both regular freshman English classes and
English as a second language (ESL) courSas, we will Focds hare on our
specific instructional experience; i.e.; on the link batwssn two
intermediate ESL courses taught at UCLA (ESL 33B) and one of the Four
Psychology (Psychology 10).

The ensuing discussion aims to analyze and critique various features

of the adjunct model such as its underlying philosophy and methodology;
coordination framework, selection and adaptation of materials, and the
role of the language and conter-s area instructors. We believe that froi

our experiences we can identify thoSe elementsS which are critical for
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The UCLA Freshman Summer Program

students have been inadequately prepared by their high schools to deal
with the academic demands of the university-en‘i;onment, particularly
with respect to their study skills, and their reading, writing, and
mathematical abilities. To remediate deficiencies in these areas, the
UCLA Freshman Summer Program was designed with two distinct
instructional units, mathematics and English; students are placed into
one of these units by SAT scores and other diagnostic examinations:
Thus, the primary goal of the FSP is to "introduce underprepared
university"”, to teach them to deal with the "increasingly complex:
exposition on academic topics", and to "dispell the simpiiéiéé notions

of disciplines that many high school students have" (Rose, 1982:8). A
secondary yet important goal is to provide students with. the social and

recreational needs so important in this transition périod, and to insure
their emotional stability throughout the program. The former goal is
aéhiévéa_thrcugﬁ FSP's English program which is desaribed below; the
latter is accomplished through the program's on-campus residential
program, its academic and personal counseling services, the recreational
‘and social programs, and the residential tutoring services:

The English language component of FSP is administered through the
UCLA Writing Programs, which also administers the other standard English
composition courses At UCLA. English/ESL courses offered in the FSP
thus parallel courses offered at other times during the academic year;

though course content may be altered slightly to conform to the adjunct

S >



model of instruction: - Placement of students into the two levels

offered, English A and English 1 or their ESL equivalents, ESL 33B and

exempt from these courses must subsequently take an English composition
‘,4.-::)

course, English 3 or ESL 36, to fulfill university composition

réquiréméhts;

staffing
The English/ESL staff at FSP consists of lecturers and: graduate

teachihg\éééiétéhté‘rééruitéd from UCLA's Writing Programs, English as a
Second Language and Applied Linguistics, and of peer tutors provided by
UCLA's Academic Reésourceé Center. These two teams coordinate closely in
the instructional effort, with the instructors teaching 12-14 contact
hours per week and holding reqular béfiéé hours; while the tutors both .
assist the instructor in class and are available afternocons and evenings

for additional tutoring of students. A parallsl team, consisting of a

academic content course to which the English/ESL courses are linked,

" with the professor responsible Eor giving daily lectures while the

[o]]

ssistants hold discussion sections and the tutors function as described
above.
of counséling meetings designad to help them select a major field of

study, plan their academic schedulé, and in general cope with the stress

-



the transition from high school to college. ~iies’idé'n”cé.'c:bunééidré
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responsible for checkihg on students' study habitg, taikihg tc them

counseling services:

Students

The most important participants in the program are of course the
students themselves. Participation in FSP is by invitation; and although
those invited to attend are hsavily encouraged to do So in a series of
pre-sess on conferences which explain tﬁé §rcgram, participation is by

choice; 1Invitations are sent out to students with low verbal SAT or AGH

prlor to the begtnnxng of FSP. The number of part1c1pants varies Erom

year to year, depending on the university fundlng avallable. In 1983;

were ClaSSlfled-aS ESL.Y As in past years; the total FSP population

the bulk of the: ESL students belng Asian lmmlgrants who had compieted

their secondary education in the U.S. Approx1mately two—phlras of the

students receive financial assistance to attend FSP through the

The follow1ng lnformatlon prov1des a more vivid prbfiié of the
academic deficiencies of the ESL students in FSP. The 33 students
enrolled in ESEL 33B in summer 1983 had an average SAT verbal score of
255 and average SAT math score of 527. The Sequential Test of

Bducational Progress (STEP), Series II; in Reading was administered
diring the first week of. the FSP term. The STEP is designed to test

reading comprehension; infersnce; and analysis and includes narrative

‘
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social sciences. The average percentile ranking for tha ESL 33B
students was .80, i.e., they were collectively lower than the First
college freshmen, i.&., the population on whom the test had been normed:

Logistics

[
17

lac=>d since they are coursss in which undergraduates typically enroll

jo

to fulfill their University breadth requirements: Of the four,

Psychology was (\eemed most appropriate For the less pro

ficient language "

)]

students (i.e., ESL 338B/English A) due to the clear and cohsrsnt nature

of its required text and the 1ess demanding writing rsquirements: Figure
i ;,ij.,,,,,; o o _ ) ) B ) ) S - ’
1 -shows the various language/content course links, as well as the

channels of communication and coordination between thase courses.

ISTAATION

Figure 1: The FSP Adjunct Model
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Scheduling

It is virtually no exaggeration to say that a student in FSP has

every mi

students attend daily content course lectures; and have

nitte of hissacademic week scheduled.

,,,,,,,,,,,,

discussion sections with their content course TA.

generally set aside for large or small group counseling

evenings are reserved for residéence hall lectures. recreational

activities, studying, and tutorial assistance.

are available in the residence halls

students frequently study into the early hours of the-morning:
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Shows a typical ESL 33B/Psychology 10 student schedule during FSP:
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Review of Relevant Literature

The original impetus For the structuring of the FSP curriculum was
prévidéa by Rééé'fiééli; who -examined the kinds of student writing
required in university courses. For his doctoral dissertation, Rose
collsctad 445 essays and take-home examinations as well as paper topics
from 17 departments in the Schools of Letters and Science, Fine Arts,
and Engineering. He found that the most common &iéééuféé'ﬁéaéJféiﬁiféa

continuum), compare/contrast, and analysis. 1In addition, students were

@

required to work with large bodies of information from various sources

‘Bernbrock (1979) provides the first detailed description of the ESL
and Psychology link in FSP. He reviews the basic concepts of the
adjunct model as it was first implemeated at California State

University, Dominguez Hills and goes on to discuss his experience as an

out that the adjunct concept offers a practical way to integrate ESL

curricula with other academic fields: Furthermore; he notes that the

idjunct approach partially relieves ESL instructors of the burden of
being contént course experts and extends some rasponsibility for English
iaﬁguagé'ééVéiapméht to the content course inStructors.

Wesche (1983) addresses the issue of university instruction in the
Canadian setting. She notes the dramatic impact that students schooled

]
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Canadian universities. These students are demanding a continuation of

second langugage learning opportunities at the university level. This

}demahd has led to the offering of "sheltered courses" - academic courses
‘taught in the second language. They are considered sheltered since

The sheltered concept follows the same principles as elementary

immersion programs. Students are exposed to "comprehensible input"®

commnunicated :h the contant course. . Thae secoiid languags is ths vahicle
for communication rather than the object of study.

Wesche (1983) and Hauptman and Wesche (1984) report the results of
an ongoing experimental program at the University of Ottawa in which

intermediate students of both ESL and FSL enroll in the second semester

of sheltered sections of Introduction to Psychology/
Introduction | la Psychologie. These second language studeats cover the

same material as the comparison classes and take the same final

examination. Test results have confirmed that the students in the

sheltered section perform as well on the final examination in Psychology

and receive equivalent final course grades as in the previous semester.
Furthermore, they perform slightly better than students in the

which approximate those .of students enrolled in a 45 hour course in
‘revea'ed a significant increase in student self-assessment of L2

proficiency and a significant decrease in their anxizty about using the

second language in real-life situations.



Versions of both the sheltered concept and adjunct model are being
implemented at the international tevel in the People’s Republic of
china. Jonas (1983) describes the "plenary" component at the Graduate
School English Language Center (GSELE) in which Chinese scholars raceive
a sheltered course on cross=cultural perspectives to scientific |

.~

research. The plenary was designed to bridge the profassional gap.

between Chinese apd Western scisntists, but alsc fulfills the scholafs'
need for development of their iigééning skills. Thée adjunct model is
also being employed at GSELC. The Chinese scholars view a video lecture
series entitled "An Introduction to the Philosophy of Scisnce"; in ths
attached ESP component, the iaaguagé instructor works with the video

prograins at UCLA and in the PRC share the same unaefiyihg principle.
Successful learning occurs when second language students are exposed to
content material presented in ﬁééﬁiﬁgfﬁi;~c6ntéxtuaiized form with the
fbéﬁé on dcquiring information; not on léﬁgﬁage per se. 1In spite of the

similarity in their theoretical basis; however, the adjunct model

First, in the adjunct program; native English speakers and ESL
students are enrolled in the same content course (e:g:; Psychology 10).
They hear the same lecture and compete with each other for grades: The

content course is not a simulation; it is a credit course that freshmen

1N
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typicéiiy take to fulfll& general educatlon requjprements: This tjpe;bf—
' formst has two implications: 1) The ESL studé//fz as éCCéss to the
ﬁéEiGe—sﬁeéﬁéripeer lnteractlon that develops naturally w1th1n the
context of the lecture and out51de of the classroom; 2). The adeth
professor is preparing his lectures for a predomlnateay natlve Engllsh—

speaklng audience. There are no specxat accommodatlons made in the

i

"leéture For ESL students other than those that a sensitive professor
deaiing'with éh-éuéitbriuﬁ full of "high fiskﬁ students might make.

adjustments were unconsc10usly made by the profe sors in their,pfesen:
tations to the sheltered groups® (p.9). She notes that lecture

organization of ideas, and had many of the characteristics of forelgner
taltk aisééﬁfse;

rrrrrrrrrrrrr

enrolled in an Engllsh or ESL course. Concurrent enrollment -
ackrowledges the need for explicit teaching of reading, wr;tiﬁg; and
study skills and for explicit treatment of L2 grammar problems in the
ESL class. These include advanced English grammar topics like
appositives and conditionals and persistent error patterns te:gss
articles, tenses, prépositicnsi. Hence, the content course provides
intensive input in English and the ESL class allows for the careful

méni&orihg cf the students' output in the form of contextualized

practice and feedback:

11
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Implicit in the adjunct approach is the prominent role of the

rAl

of Ottawa axperiment had what was described as a "supplementary" role.
Besides consulting with the subject-matter professor, the language
teachsr met’ with students for 20 minutes per lectire to- teach "..:the

' axpressions to use in specific ciaggfoom situations (for éiéﬁ@ié;lﬁaw'ﬁé
inpé:rjpc in ordsr o ask a question in class); providald] the students
with technical vocabulary, aav;setaf on study skills and strategies, and,

i

s - - oo . . - / - - - _ L. Lo . L e -

" help[&d] the students to obtain even more comprehensible input by
engaging them ig informal verbal interactions:” (Bdwards et al.
1983:22) ’ -

i i . ) L , ) - ) .
Thus, the role of the langfage teacher is very different in the two

greatly (14 hours/week in the UCLA program compared to 20 minutes per
lecture in the University of Ottawa experiment). Secondly, in the

sheltsrsd class the language tsacher is both the subject-matter and
tanguage consultant. In contrast, these responsibilities are divided

L4 a

between the content course teaching assistants and language instructors
in the adjunct model. Finally, the syllabus seems to be more informal

@ssions than the more rigid organization

1]

in the twenty-minute sheltered

of the adjunct 'language component.

Essential Featiures of the Adjunct Model

°

Assignments in the ESL component of the adjunct program are based on
' matarial from the content course - the uhéériyiqg assumption being that

2,




' based on the filin Shown iA class."

. “ 12
student motivation in the language class witl increase in direct

proportion to the relevance of the ass19nments to the students' other

academic endeavors, and that, in turn, student success on reading and

writing assignments in the content course will reflect the carefully

coordinated efforts of the two disciplines. Thus, whereas a writing

lesson on definition in a standard ESL class might involve having

students draw floor ptans of théir dormitory roéms and then describe
these, a typical adjunct model ESL assignment would require students to

ook overtheir psyéhclégy lecture notes on the effects of LSD in a

controlled drug experlment and to describe them 1n\paragraph form-

write a short essay on the toplc: "Pescribe the effects of mar13' ana

PR

Grammar is also taught using the content-materiai of the content

course: A lesson on ad3ect1val ‘relative clauses would have the students

Anxiety 1s a worry or apprehensron that has no specific known

-

A cllnlcal psychologist is a ‘person who specializes in treating

personallty dlsorders and provxdxng therapy-.

L

L1kew1se, a grammar lesson on condltlonals ‘would capitalize on the

psychological concept of stlmulus—response; Students would practlce

writing different rypés of conditional sentences from given cues. For

example:

sight of food -> salivation - If a dog sees food, he salivates.
early weaning -> dependency and pessimism - If a mother weans her )

her cuilad too early, the child will grow up to be dependent

and pessimistic. ' 13
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Our FirsSt reading activity is a survey of the content course
textbook. The students have to answer a series of questions which
requires them to use the table of contents, index; references, giossary,

the context to guess the meanings of unfamiliar words can be practiced

using the content course textbook. In class we often work through

sections of chapters with students taking turns iééhtifyihg main ideas
and supporting details.

Finally, we work a great deal on helping ths studsnts develop good
study skills. Our most immediate corcern when the term bagins is
héipih§ the students learn how to take good lecture notes. We work on
listening strategies and note-taking organization. 1In addition to

giving practice léctures on psychological topics, the instructors take
turns attending the content course lectures. The instructors' notes are

then used as model notes for cloze exercises: The students must use
their notes to fill in the missing information. Early in the term this
is always a very eye-opening experience when the students realize how
much material they Rhave missed and how poorly ﬁhéir notées are brgahiiéa;'

Coordination

nation and constant administrative supervision in order to achieve its

intent. 1In récognition of this need,; the FSP Coordinator arranges a

series of schediling méetings EétWééh.the English/ESL staff and content
course staff in spring quarter to discuss the shape and specifics of the

year's program. Typically, in these meetings we decide on problems of
course scheduling, and discuss how to dovetail English/ESL aims with the
content course syllabus. Depending on whether the content course

professor intends to give weekly exams or assign several short essays, in
: ) P i

i4 T
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place of the exaﬁé; adjustments in the language syllabus are made.

agreement on what rhétorical mode to Focus on each week (e.g., defini~
tion;, compare/contrast) and discuss possible complementary assignments
in these. Of particular importance tc the English/ESL staff are the
criteria by which the content course staff will grade written work, and

discussion of this usually centers on how to evaluate structural
(especially ESL) and stylistic problems. Finally, both groups di&cuss
coordination of effort to help improve students' study skills..

To insurs continued cooperation between the two teams throughout the
instructional period itself, weekly summer meetings are scheduled:
These provide the vehicle through which the following week's evaluation
activity (@xamination or paper assignment) in the content course can be
discussad, and student progress and/or problems can be evaluated.
Typically, the content course professor suggests possible essay or paper

discourse mode scheduled for that particiular week. For instance,
assuming the discourse mode is process and the psSychology material which

has been covered has to do with behavioral conditioning, the paper topic
emerging from such a meeting might be the following: "Your roommate
never makes his bed in the morning. Describe in detail the steps you

would go through to shape your roommate's behavior so that he/she makes
the bed every morning." In addition to the task of coordinating assign-
ments, the instructdrs from both teams have a chance to discuss indivi-

dual students and decide if referrals to tutorial and counselling

assistance are in order: Finally; these meetings allow for continus

coordination of program goals and purposes so that the same objectives

are being reinforced by every instructor with whom the student comes in
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contact;

Text Selection and Adaptation

Given the highly specific nature of the adjunct 1anguage course,; we
want to address the issues of text selection and materials preparation
in adjunct instruction: One very legitimate issue concerns the choice
of an appropriate content course text: To phrase the question more
precisely, if students nave low-level language skills, how can they be
expected to read and comprehe:nd unsimplified academic texts? Experience
has confirmed our opinion that using simplified texts does the students
a disservice. Ultimately, the program's goal is to use real content

material and assist the students in the1r attempts to grapple with the
text by providing them access to improved reading and étudy skills
strategies:. The selection of a convoluted, poorly writtén text, on the
other hand, does students an equal disservice; since they will -give up
in frustration before even attempting to apply their newly acquired
reading gtratégiés. The answer would seem Eé lie in chccsing a
chaiienging but weii:writtéh aéadeﬁié text——preferably one w1th ‘well

'Unfortunately, however, the choice of dlsc1pi1ne—spec1f1c text is rarely

the prerogative of the language 1nstructor, and 1nstrnctors may well

have to make do with the pre-determined choice df the content course

instructor. Our own experIence in the Psychology adjunct has been a

highiy pbéitive one; since the required text, Introductory Psycholbgy by

Morris ﬁbiiand; 11981); has provided us with an almost ideal model for

usable in adjunct ESL 1nstruct10n, and if so to what extent they need to

be adapted. Our experience arguas for the use of standard ESL texts, as

16



16

of the texts we used (Earagr;ph Development, (Arnaudet and Barrett,

1981) and SkillfﬁlgReé&iﬁé; (Sonka; 1981)) coincidentally included

passages from the fIEId of Psychology; and thus nlcely complemented the

required Psychology text. However,; we feel that it is imperative to

suoptement standard ESL texts w1th materlals whlch relate airéctiy to

the content course materrais, and much of - our time as instrictors was

devoted to such tasks as preparlng reading guides, wtiting §enténce;
combining exercises based on the content area material, devising sample
essay questions and providing model answers.
The following exemplifies how we might utilize a standard ESL Eext
and then éuppiémént it with an exercise or activity relating more
directly to tha contént course material: after presenting expressions

of contrast in class, we mlqht assign students tﬁé EeleEéﬁt section in

grammar and composition class; we would then have students work in

groups to form sentences of contrast from the materlal they had covered

in the Psychology lecture on shyness; assertiveness and aggressivenes

-
14

o

g‘

finally, in the afternoon reading section we would analyze sever
paragraphs of contrast from the Psychology reading text and ask students

to locate further examples of this discourse mode in their texts.

The Role of the ESL Instpuetops

It is obvious from the underlylng philosophy and methodology of the
adjunct model that the language instructors assume a dual responsi-
“bility: Their primary purpose is to provide instruction that will

promote their students' English language development. Since this is

17
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done thrcugh the medium of the content material used in the content

course; the language instructor must be Familiar with this material:

Thus, for the English/ESE instructor to be maximally effeetxve; there is
a tremendous amount: of time devoted -to: |
1) tearning the conkeént material of the content course,
2) developing materials which are based on the aaagéa&; and
3) providing feedback on both the linguistic aspects of the
stuaéhts* wcrk and on the quaiit§ of thé content.

ﬁngllsh/ESL 1nstruCtbr §tlll faces the demands of meetlng the specified

objectives of the language course. In our case, students had to achieve

the same objéctives as they would have in a standard 33B course; and
were required to take the standardized 33B final in order to show their

readiness for ESL 33C, the next course in the required ESL seguence:

Thus, instructors in an adjunct program may well have to juggte (as we

did) the demands of the standard tanguage syiltlabus thh the constralnts

§la6ed on it by the adjunct context; and attempt to resolve posslble

Clearly; there are limitations to this dual role of the language
- teacher, and it is logical to assume that these are marked by the extent
to which the language teacher is master of the content area. Though the

adjunet model b) deflnltlon requlres the Engllsh/ESL instructors to

function w1th1n the above-described parameters, they are in no way meant

to supercede the content course teachlng staff. Rather, the two teams

must at all times work in tandem, so that a language teacher who notices

gross gaps in a student's content area kaawiéagé would refer that = -

student to the content course lnstructor or tutor, and vice versa.

18
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ﬁnltiple:stréngths. The most immediately evident of these is its

- pedagogical framework, which provides the instructors and students with

~

real academic content. After four years.of teaching in an adjunct model

program, we remain convincad that this is the iaéai setting for a course =

which emphasizes English for acaaemic purposes: A second plus is . the

‘student population itself, which is both less heterogeneous than the

traditional ESE class and (given the direct relation of the language

course to the subject matter students are studying) more uniformiy’

motivated. To guote from a 1983 teacher evaluatlon of the program:

incoming freshman lmmlgrant students..:I partlcularly enjoy the.chance

oy

to work with an exclusively lmmlgrant population..."; fo be‘suré, some

of these factors may be spec1f1c to FSP (e.g., the compensatory nature

of the instruction and the lmmlgrant student population) and are thus

not éiSting&ishiﬁé characterlstlcs of adjunct 1nstruvtton per se. Yet
and the homogeneity of population) are strengths attrlbutable to the
model itself, |

attractive features wh1ch we assoc1ate with adjunct lnstructlon Among

ese is the more broadly deflned domaxn of teachlng. In FSP, since we

academlc preparatlon as well The following- teacher evaluation of the

program sums this point up nicely: "As usual, £8P was both rewarding

.151
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and exhausting! I keep thinking that it will get easier, but it never

doesJ‘y It's such a good feellng though to be lﬁvoived in the students'

first Eoiiégé experience. I'ii never forget how I feit my first quarter

at UCLA exactly ten years ago this Fall!" The words “rewardrng“;
"challenging"; and "exhausting" féappéar throughout the teacher
evaluations. Trite though these may appear on paper, they do capture
the esSence: the rewards of worklng w1th1n such a careéuiiy.étruCtured
_ané_Wéiiitncugnt out pééagcgicai Eranéwcrkf the teacher ingignt gained

adjunct instructor; the éxcitement (and often frustration) of sharing in

the students  subject matter successes and failures; aaa finally the

responSLbllltles.

StudenteEvaluatlons

1983 is the first year for whlch systemattc student evaluatlons of

FSP are avallable; The evaluatlve 1nstrument con515ted of an

attltudlnal quest:onnalre administered durlng the last week of the
session in which students rated the overall effectiveness of the program

and the value of its. individual components; additional space was

proviée& for opén—ended comments;. éeparate questionnaires were

Reported in Table 1 are student reSponses to key 1tems from Part K of

the questlonnalre on the language component. The table compares ratxngs

recelved from the ESL 33B/Englrsh A respondents (i: e.'those enroiied in

the Introductory Psychology adjunct) to those,of the ESL 33C/Engii§h 1




TABLE 1: SELECTED STUDENT RATINGS OF LANGUAGE COMPONENT--PART A-
] ~ No_ - Ne
n Agree  Opinion bisagree  Answer

.09 15,15 | 0,00
;éi 15;69' ) G.UO-
48 .93 0.00
64, | 2,72 | 0.00

- | ESL 33 | . 33 75.76
[tem #l: ESL 33C 53 71,70 ¢ 1
[ am a better o B o .
Writer than EMG A 108 -92.60
when 1 entered :

FSP ENG 1 220 ; 33, 6l

oo Oy W

| ALL PSP | 414 82,18 9.36 |  8.47 0,00
s .| ESL 33B 33 | 96.97 3.03 0.00 - | 0.00 |
t : — R o o IR
THis coirse ESL 33C 53 | 88,68 43 189 0.00 |

write better EMG A 108 90,75
papers for my

content course ENG 1 - 220 89.09
| lawre | ow | oy

;qg: - lfgs o 6;93
64 1:36 0.91

@ o OV W
)
£

s ’ ESL 338 | 33 81.82 18.18 0.00 0:00
Ttem #3: — = - . - S s S
Tnis course | ESL33C | 53 75.48 20.75° | 3.77 0,00

helped me S P N o o o L
to read my’ ENG A 168 76.85. - 14,81 - 7:81 - |- 0.93
content course: ’ .

text more s ENG' 1 220 68.18 7 22.73 9.09 0.00

effectively o o o o o S
o ALL FSP _ yin - 75,58 e 19.12 _ 7 5.07 .. - 0.23

_BEST COPY £¥21:ABLE . | 21

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



21

conv1ctlons as teachers about the strengths of the adjunct model an

overwhelming 82.18% of all students agreed that they were bettér writers

as a resuit of ?éé; iikéwiéé; they ihaiéétéa that the FSP language

respectively). interestlngly, the lower prof1c1ency ESL 33B/Engi1sh A

students gave higher ratings on items 2-3 than did the ESL 33C/English 1
students. This level effect no doubt reflects an intéractioh between

the former groups' 1ntens1f1ed awareness of their language needs and the

heavy ertlng and readlng demands placed on them by the program,

SImIiarly, in assess1ng thelr overall wrltlng 1mprovement (item 1), the

attrlbuted to their dlscouragement over the.lérgé number of residual

structvrai errors- WhIch the ESL. and content course staff éohtihﬁallyn
"redéihkea“*

It is also interesting to note that the ESL 33B students self-

réported spending much more time studying for both the language class

and for Psychology 10 than did the Engllsh A students., ﬁorty—five

percent of the ESL students estimated that they spent more than 16 hours
per week preparing for pgycnclcgy compared to 24% of all FSP : cudents;

753 of the ESL students versus 45% of all FSP students reported. spending
aafé;EBéﬁ 12 hours per week. simiiériy; over 50% of the ESL 33B students

reported spending more than 12 hours per week preparxng for their

language class, while only 11% of the English A students reported
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spending the same amount of time. It is clear that the FSP program was

a demanding one for all Students, but that the ESL studants rasally felt

the need to invest greater amounts of time. This invertment apparently
paid off, as the grade point average of the 33B students was 3.7 (A-) in

Psychology 10 and 3.0 (B) in ESL.

Concerning student responses to Part B of the questionnaire; which

asked students to rate discrete activities in the language component,; we

were agiin encouraged to find concurrence with our general asvaluation of
the activiti&s. Table 2 compares ESL 33B student responses to those of

St R B - - ¢ -

1Ll s Lis-oizinzi o2n tidls 33ction of tas gu23-ilcanaica.,;

TABLE 2:  SELECTED STUDENT RATINGS OF LANGUAGE CGPONENT--PART B
b4 z Ty

. . Hot No
~ Rank* Hélp?ﬁl_r S0-So0 Helpful  Arsaert'r

SSRAARIERELEN EC U EEN BN D BTN P RS
3l 3THER 1 35.33 .09 | 3 3,27
Sremte €L 338 | 2 | 93:%4 152 | 1:52 3,23
1rd Teariisas OThER 3 35,% 322 | Lss | w27
tnicliss ESL 338 3 §3.54 0.00 | 3.03 3,03
Ariting © | OTHER 2 37.59 7.28 | 076 4,37
tiass ESL-338| u | 90.91 9,09 | 0.00 0.00
Discassion ATHER g 83.08 13,43 | 0.63 2,30
Tine-dase |esL 3| s | s0.91 6:06 | 0.C0 3.03
weiting OTHER 8 | 69.59 10.31 | 251 13.59
(Prewriting and  |ESL 33B) 6 | 87.83 | 6.6 [ 3.03 3.03
Planning OTHER 5 82,42 6.45 | 0.76 10,37
Study Skiils ESL 33B| 7 84.85 12.12 | 3.03 0.00
and Reiding QTHER 7} 7814 | 1371 | 2:61. 7.54
Revising Est338| 8 | 72,73 | 1212 | 3.03 | 12:12
- OTHER 6 | 81:65 7.70 | 048 | 10:80
snati seer  |eSU3B| 9 | 0:60 | 27.27 | 605 | 6.05
Euit Groups | OTHER 10 | 35.39 2100 | 7.8 | 15.75
Studens ESL'33B | 10 54;54 39.39 | 0.00 6:.06
Presentations OTHER 11 | 42.54 29.76 | 5.39 | 21.31
Taachsr - {esL 338 | 11| 4545 | 13.18 |'3.03 | 33.33
Conrarancas - JTHER | 9 66.70 7.11 | 0.9 25.27

* Spesrman rho=,9; p > .0l . . .. ____|
- **Combines “No answes" 1rd ROicn't Raply” cirtazrries
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With respect to Table 2, we note that despite apparent differences

non-native speaker participants; etc:); the 33B rankings for class
aétivity usefulness correlate highly with those obtained for all F§P
students polled (Spearman rho = .9, p > :01): BotH groups indicated
written comments on papers, grammar lectures and exercises, and in-class
writing as the three most useful categories. Given the strong emphasis
“in!the content course on writing corréct; organized prcse, this came as

betwssn tHe language class and the subjsct mstter writing assigament,

kv

reporting (in data not included in Table 2) that English/ESL writing
assignments connected with the content course were far more useful
(81.68% of all respondents) than thcée"noﬁ connected with the aajaace'
subject matter (51.75%).

However, we were somewhat 5iéé§ébiﬁ£é& at the relatively low ranking
of étﬁ&i skills and reading--a component of Eﬁé’ééﬁféé which we per-
ceived as an extremely high §Ei5EiE§; We gﬁé@ééﬁ that tﬁié féi&ﬁi%ély
low ranking for an activity to which we devoted a weekly éVéfagé of 4-5
class hours can ba explainsd by students' overestimation of their
reading skills coupled with their unawareness of how crucial good study
habits are at the university. Finally, we disagreed with the low
rankings of the last three categorie-. Quite possibly, all three of
these activities are ones éhich our students, straight’cut cE the high
school.system;, were unaccustomed to of (in the case of teacher

~consultation) reluctan% to take advantagé>of;Aaﬁd thus did ﬁég}6éiﬁé as

Perhaps the ﬁaéﬁ_ééﬁﬁiﬁéiﬁé evidence for the adjunct model comes out

of Part C of the evaluation--students' open-énded comments. These
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remarks' attribute to the language class iﬁﬁféﬁéﬁéﬁE in overall language
skills as well as success in the content course; and even improved self
dsteem. To quote from a few student comments directly:

I really enjoyed [the] class and I fsel I am confident now

N

than before FSp. I kinda feel great and feel important
than before.

- [The teacher] gives us an assignment in class that helps
our psychology paper. Without [her] helps, I don't think -
my psychology paper will do well and get higher grade.

- When I first came to this class, I did not Xnow how to
‘write a good paper. I still do not have good writing

skills, but this class really helped me to increase my

AW

writing skill and helped me to enjoy writing éﬁ&'fééaiﬁé;

[the teacher] has trained me how .to to deal with college

work:

Any program, instrictional or not, gauges its Success by the
response to FSP is overwhelmingly positive, yet we feel it is equally
important in our analysis to pinpoint from past experience areas where
breakdowns' in the model may occur: In the following sections, we will

More than anything else, the adjunct model's success rests on the
strength of its central coordination, i.e. the FSP Coordinator, and on
the effectiveness of the various coordination meatings held between -

.. 4" ; | }?S.
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et TN
.Z:ertainly compounds thé coordination task, as one of ‘the instructor

evaluat;gns notes: "[The sprlng coordlnatlon meetlngs] were a b1t of a

disappointmént to me. I realize that deallng w1th an entlrely new ?sych

\

staff presented spec1al dlfflcultles we hopefullv w111 not have 1n4thé

coming year. However, I felt that we didn't aééquatéiy make clear what

the function of the English/ESL .instructofs was to the Psvch staff, nor

did we adequately discuss the writing modes; paper~topics;vand general

expectations of the English A/ESL 33B population.™ slmllarly, another

instructor's evaluation expresses concern about the effloxency of the’

summar coordlaation meettngs: LI & Eeit wea Lould havD workxed vetter

together...0ften; Psych Ta's spent the first 20 minutes of the weekly

meetxngs shuffixng their papers, -and even when this was not the case,; it

On the iore trlvlal side, we found that.the ‘rooms allotted for such
Wéatingé were crampéd and inapprcoriaté-'.havin§ TA'S pérchéé on

busxness.' Given that V1rtually the entire phllosophy of the adjunct is

formulated during spring meetrngs; and that the weekly hour«long summer

meetlngs are the only forum for dlscuSSLng the Successes and fallures of

spec1f1ed.

Underlying Philosophy

it'ié essential that all 1nstructors present a united approach as to
vthé undériying phllosophy and Objecthé§ of the program. When this
fails to happen, the effectiéeneee of the model is impaired. For
instance; we ESL instructors, trying;to prepare our students both

academically and emotionally for the rigors of university study, were

- 28
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examination and assignment preparation. One year we seemed to be at
Cro§s purposés with the corftent course 556fé§§6f who was so interested
in buiiaing rappdrt with the class and making sure that he was creating

a pleasant learnlng expprlence that he tended to minimize the students'
academic responsibilities, His advice on how to prepare tﬁéit first
paper éééxéﬁ&éBE was "just have fun with it". This -attitude ébhtréStéa
sharply w1th that of the previous year's professor who constantly
reinforced our efforts. While we recognize the benefits of an enjoyable
learning environment, we felt undermined by the professor's casual
attitude since our students naturally paid more attention ES_Eiﬁ; We
believe that our "high:-risk" freshmen naeed a great deal of guidance and
we do not feel that this attitude toward academic work is at all
iepréééBEéEiGé of other professors in the students' future academic
careers; | | ‘ | |

‘Staffing Problems

‘&ks in any organization, the quality of the staff is a critical
factor in its success:. We are féféhﬁéte tcihave worked with many highly
competent éh& dedicated instructors both in the English/ESL and content
course components of £SP. A poor instructor or tutor; however, can -
cause a glaring weak link in the program: For example; if an instructor
does not attend the weekly ébéréihatiéh meetings; he or She will miss
out ‘on discussion of the dlscourse mode”and ‘its lntegratron into the

content courseé examination or paper ééélgnment for that week. As a

.

‘,rééult -the- students 1n~turn~mrss out—on the direction that an informed
ihétruqtor or tutor could agd should prov1de; The problem is exacer-
bated throughout the term by chronically poor attendance. .An bbvidué

solution to the problems of poor stafflng is a tborough hlrlng process:

s
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in which all prospective instructors and tutors are fully apprised of
‘both the 1nstructlonal and administrative requirements that will be
expected of them in the programs

Assignments

Since preparing the Students for examinations. and papers requires

the collective effort of both the English/ESEL and content course
instructors, all assignments need to be carefully pilanned out before the
term begins so as to coordinate with the respectxve syiiabl of the two
cour sés When thts does not take place, the resultlng consequences can
be quite dxsastrons; Specifically, in ona case, the professor devised a

paper assignment that was handed out before the English/ESL instructors

could discuss it. At the coordlnatlon meetlng latér that week we
discovered that-:the English Instructors hag approached the éSSignmént as
a comparé/contrast exercise since the wording in the question seemed to
indicate thi§ mode. In contrast, the ESE instructors treated the
questlons as a class1f1catlon problem as thIS was the dlscourse mod e

scheduled for the week and the questlon seemed amenable to this method.

This mlx—up carried over into the next asslgnment twhiehrwé all
) N

agreed must be abﬁféGéé by the English/ESL instrictors before being
given to the students). We could not agree on an acceptable topic since
the ESL classes had already covered classification and the English
.classes compare/contrast. The result ﬁés_EEEE two entirely different
paper. assignments had to be written and two answer keys devised. The
most unfortunate Side sffect for thé students; besides sensing all the
vconfusion, was that several of the ESL students felt that we had

A

|

{

|
O
Q0
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iééausgiwé did not think they

deliberataly drawn up different assigments
were capable of competing with the native Speakers. Since. integration

with native speakers is one of the basic tenets of the adjunct model,

this whole situation caused a breach of a fundamental feature of adjunct

. w - -

instruction: 1In addition; this breakdown came in the middle of the term
=

when the ESL students were just beginning to acquire confidence; from an
upheaval, a heavier work load on instructors and readers; and worst of
all, sigsnderad feslings of discrimination on the parkt of tas ESL
students.

,,,,,,

As the only ESL staff members in the Psychology adjunct, we often
Felt at odds with the beliefs anli goals of the other instructors: not
only were we outnumbered two to six by the English staff in making

staff who did not understand the particuliar dynamics of working with an

ESE population: Several concrete issues best illustrate our
frustrations in this respect.
The first case concerns thé textbook used in Psychology 10;

Introductory PSychology by Morris Holland (1981). During thé initiation

of PSP, Psychology 10 had been designated the easiest of the four
adjunct areas due to the clarity and straightforward nature of the prose
in this reguired text. This intuitional judgment was later validated by

a readability estimate which defined the Psychology text as grade level

13+ (compared to an estimate of grade 18 for the required text used in
the FSP Anthropology adjunct). Despite our own expressed satisfaction
with the appropriateness of this text to our students' needs and our ESL

reading curriculum, we were outnumbered by the Psychology and English A

29
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. staff in a decision to replace the text for the coming summer session.
Since we have invested countless hours preparing now unusable ESL
materials to supplement the Holland test, we feel doubly frustrated by
this decision: -

Another instance of a-clash in beliefs between the ESL and English
staff concerned the respective roles of the language and Psychology

Syllabi. Our own philosophy is best ¢immarized by a comment from the

teacher evaluations: "[We] did not modify our syllabus to take the

additional papers in the Psychology class into account and we really
fesl that our students were overworked::.We do not; howevar; want 338 to
take a back seat to the content course: Our students' deficiencies are
far too great to consider 353 merely a writing course for Psychology
10.% .During the summary coordination meetings; we noted on several

occasions that the English A staff did not share the above philosophy.

Whereas we felt compelled to stick to the specified ESL 33B writing

requirements; and juggled these paragraph writing objectives with the

essay writing constraints placed on us by the adjunct writing

 assignments, theé English TA'S took what we considered to be the "easy
- . | - . . . . _. . . L. Ll . ______
way out": they allowed their students English credit for the papers
they wrote for-Psychology, and in several cases excused students early

from English class to study for Psychology exams: In retrospect; we
will probably want to make changes in our own rigid stance, and reduce

the number of ESL writing assignments in the future to achieve a better
balance between the two adjunct courses.

The last ééé% of potential conflict with the other adjunct staff
concetned the ESL students' special needs. We felt that as ESL

o ‘.‘. ‘} , . 3{}
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stymied by the apparent lack of concern this met with on the part of the
other adjunct staff. Several remedies to this problem present
themselves--one of which we have already been able to institute. This
measure involved giving ESL students a dual grade for their first
Psychology éxam/éssay: a recorded grade which ignored students' ESL
wrltlng errors and focused 1nstead only on content, and a second -
hypothetlcal grade 1nclud1ng errors which lndlcated to students how

Eﬁéir subsequent papers and exams would be evaluated. Though this "ESL

the gquestion of how to pbest provxde for ESL students' increased academic

and affective needs continues to plague us.

We remain convinced that in addition to the more apparent linguistic
h

handicaps, our ESL students are special in other ways. Many of these
immigrant students are financially disadvantaged, and a combination of
financial and emotional problems interfere with their studles. Last

summer, for example, we discovéred that one of our Viatnamese students

and earn money to bring

H

was working 30 hours a week to Support himsel

'Hi§ parents to thé States; similarly a Burmese student disclosed that

(]

her parents had kept hér from obtaining formal schooling in her country
out of fear of political reprisal, and that she suffered from real
insecurities as a result. Additionally, seveEé listening and speaking

handicaps may result in the ESL students inabitity to comprehend

1ecture materlal; and in a reluctance on their part to voice problems to

their adjunct TA. Having one Psychology TA ass lgned to all ESL students
might help to remedy this situation, since this TA would presumably gain

a heightemed awareness of ESL students' ‘needs and limitations.

BEST COPY EILATLE
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Conclusion

Applications of the Adjunct Model

AS is evident from the preceding report, we firmly believe in the
adjunct model as a framework for providing academic students with the
type of language instruction they réquiré.v Ideal though thé model may
be, such a large-scale program may not be possible in all instances, and

Wwe are well aware of the factors which underlie its implementation: we

which the program necessitates; likewise; since the program takes place

within the university, we are lucky to have at our immediate disposal

the disciplinary links which form the basis for adjunct instruction:

and where a full-blown adjunct model such.as we have described will not
be feasible.. Second, we are aware that the program we describe has a
academic demands of the university; however, we feel that the model is

appropfiaté for a wider variety of purposes with many different

populations. .Anticipating questions on both the above points; we would

. like to discuss other possible variations of the model; and its’

Concerning possible variations of the model; we have already

discussed one alternative, sheltered content courses; such as those

- offered at the University of Ottawa (Wesche 1983; Edwards et al. 1983)

and in the People's Republic of China (Jonas 1983). Similar sheltered

-~

courses with or without attached ‘language component§ exist in many other

locations: At Marymount Palos Verdes Collége, for examplé, ESL
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students are required to take a sheltered American History courss to
fulfill graduation requirements; although there is no attached language
component; students are simultaneously enrolled in the college's regular

adjunct-=content ccurses to which a language module is attached.
Similar to the adjunct model, modified adjuncts employ both a écntént
and language instructor; however, they @iffer in that the language
module exists solely to aid students in their content.course needs.
Typically, modified adjuncts are non-credit or low-cradit coursss in
which the language instructor offers a number of wcfkéﬁéps on

discipline-specific writing or test-taking strategies, and helps to

 evaluate content course asSignments; they often involve voluntary
attendance or participation of only part of the content course

| pcéuiatich. Examples of a modified é&jﬁﬁéE are the lower-division
“writing intensives" or upper-division "writing components" for native

also the ESL Business Law workshops offered by M.A. Snow at the
University of Southern Califcrnia.
- — % — - a — T —— — — — 5 —— — - — - - - - - - - . . el ,\ o
A final alternative concerns content-based instruction; where the

1984), with content materials organized by theme. TFive cases in point
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Reno (Geiser and Will 1984); Southern Illinois University, Carbondale
(Pharis and Pharis 1984); and the Freie Universitat Bertxn (Schwartz; et
al: 1982): All the above content-based language teaching models éharé'

other disciplines:. With its increased flexibility,; content-based
instruction presents a viable alternative to adjunct instruction for
curricular-decision-making.

As for what teaching purposes and populatlons the adjunct model is
suited tc, we have shown the model tg be succeSbEul_WLtn both native and
non-native speakers in a university EAP context at UCLA; further, we
have éeeh evidence in Jonas (1983) that adjunct and sheltered
instruction work 1n EFL/ESP courses. additional fepéfté.éf ESL éajuﬁéﬁ
programs ;nVCIVLng political science, business ﬁéhéééﬁéﬁﬁ; and
psychology, at Los Angeles City College and Pééééic County Gommunxty
eailéSé (Lorraine Megowan and Baurie Moody, §éfgaaai commanication) aha‘

' the variety of instructional settings covered by all the
content-centered languidge teaching models which have been discussed

”ébeé.

Based on a ccmprehen51ve review of recent 1anguage research, Krahnke

and Christison (1983) extract four principles which they believé should
be applied to language Eéééﬁiﬁé.ﬁiééEiéééz We believe that the adjunct

model provides an excellent example of how these pr1nc191es can be

appiied in the instruction of unlversxty-ESﬁ students: .

Prtncxple #1 - Language tnstructlon which has as its goal Eunctlonal

ability in the new Ianguage should give greatpr emphasts to activities

which lead to language acquxsxtxon than to actxvtfres which lead to

formal l=ar ntnv
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subject matter into the langﬁage claéé;_ This format encourageé

attention and xnvolvement since all work in the 1anguage class is

'dlrectly relevant £6 performance in the content courses;

"Meaningfulness is facilitated by the reality of the subject matter

and by‘havihg 'life" Eln this case unxversxty survtval] rather than

,5iénguége learning' as its content® (Krahnke'and Christison: 640);
Principlé #2 - Bécause negative affect, in the Fform of the affective
tiltzr, s322m3 to_be a major impediment to success. in language
vauiéi;ion,and,learnlng, instruction should make the minimizing of
such affective interference one of its primary goals.

" While there is no minimizing the préééuréé that freshmen assume

,,,,,,

When they undertake unlver51ty study, the ad3unct model provides for

ESL students are ased into the system by an 1n1t1al empha51s on

content; not form; and by the guxdance and encouragement of a
sensitive instructional staff: The psychology staff has even

presented relaxatlon and medltatton technxgues in an attempt to lower

i
Y o

the students" affectlve fllters! T

Principle #3 = Language instruction must make greater use of the

learners' own ahilitiee to acquire language from natural interaction:

Slnce lnformatlonal content is the focus of 1nteractlon in the

model, language teaching methodology in the ad3unct model dr WS on

what the students know about the subject matter, thereby utilizing the’

learners' abilities to a great extent:

Principle $#4 - Error produced in the process of acquiring a second

language should be viewed as a natural product of the acquisition

process; as a source of information on learner strategies; and a

problem best addressed through more input and interaction rather than

through correction and drill. To concentrate on-developing students'

35
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abilities to monitor their productlon, or to enforce correction while

students are engaged in interaction or production should be regarded
as counter- productlve.

It is here that the prihezplés‘aé&ivéa by Krahnke and Christison

and our language teachlng methods in the adjunCt model dlverge. In
are ineffective, we contlnue to believe in the value of both. This
belief is founded on two conslderatlons.

First, Krahnke and Christison's prlnClple #4, which they prooosé
as a general principle of 1anguage 1earn1ng, fails to take into
actount the soeclflc language learning context and the needs of tha
students. Our students are attempting to compete academically at a
major university; their linguistic defi ciencies place them at great

dJsadvantage in any course which requires Bnglish productlon = oral or

written: An additional factor is the untversxty s respons1b111ty to

the academic degree. Standards of language competence for native

controvers1al issue in un1vers1t1 es aC'oss the country; in areas such

as Los Angele

m |

with a grow1ng lmmlgrant populatlon the problem becomes

even more critical. The unlverslty must be commltted to produc1ng

both at’ the university and in their-ensuing careers. This ability
rests in large part on their linguistic competence:
_ Second, we take issue with Krahnke and Christison's contention

.that learner errors are best remedied through additional Input and

years. Yet, w1th all these years.of-"comprehenslble lnput", they have

36
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failed to acquire fully the grammatical system of English: This lack

of native proficiency mirrors what has been documented in both the

Canadian and American immersion contexts where the students receive
. 7/ ot

considsrable input in the second language but minimal Formal language
instruction (Swain 1983).

The methodology described in this pépér USes contsnt to treat
advanced gfaﬁmég topics and remediate persistent written errors. All

3

activities are fully contextualized and many are reactions to obviois

problems in the students' writing. Students learn to identify their
own grammar =2rrors and those of their peers in group sessions. Wa can

-

see considerable improvement in their work in the ESL class and proof
of the carry over is illustrated by their success in the content

course. Thus; while we are certainly not questioning the necessity of
input, we believe that Formal iAcervention provides the fine-tuning
rééairédaihiﬁﬁé academic context. ;

In sum, we belisve that there is an excellent match betwasn
current trends in second languagé research and the priﬁéipiés of the

across.' [This] can and does occur with grammatically
deviant forms aﬁa~§5¢ia;iia§aiéeiéaiiy inappropriate’
language. ﬁégctiating fmeaning needs to incorporats the
hcticn,éf being pushed towards the delivery of a mésségé1
that is not thfﬂ?dﬁ?éYéé;~bﬁt'tﬁét is conveyed precisely,

BEST COPY AvaiAB 37
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coherently and appropriately. Being pushed in output, it
/ seems to me, iS a concept parallel to that of the i + 1 of
comprehensible input. (p: 19) E

—

In our opinion, adjunct instruction is the onty modet of tanguage

teaching that provides a rich enough context for resolving both pieces

of the language acquisition puzzle--comprehensible input and compre-

hensible output.
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